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ABSTRACT ^ ^ . 

This booklet presents a/variety of updated 
information for use by study groups and others interested in Texas 
public school finance. Section 1 reviews -various study group projects 
related to Texas school finance; secti'on 2 reports on finance-related 
activities and research projects of the Texas Education Agency; 
section 3 lists several publications dealing wi.th public school 
finance in Texas; -and sectioB^''"*r^ists several national studies on 
public school f5?nance. Most of tjie, booklet consists of the following 
attachments: public school finance- recommendations adopted by the 
Texas State Board of Education; public school revenue systeii 
recommendations adopted bj the Texas Advisory. Commission on ^ 
Intergovernmental Relations; Bfic^ommendations of the Texas Interim 
Subcommittee^ on Public School Finance; excerpts from newsletters of 
the Texas Legislative Property Tax Committee and the Education 
Commission of the States; cost indices developed by the Texas 
Education Agency; an analysis of state-supported educational program 
costs; a Texas Attorney General's opinion on school tax eqaeJ-ization; 
and selected fiscal data on ^public elementary and secondary education, 
compiled by the 0. S. -Depar-^nient of Healthy Educationr and Welfare* 
(JG) 
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THE BRIEFER published as an informal means to serve present 
study efforts; regarding publid school finance in Texas. The^ 
purpose of THE BRIEFER is to provide for a s)^stematic exchange 
ofjjiformation on school finance among study grcrups and others- 
i^ter^St€d in this subject. At the request of the groups pre- 
sently^inv^ved. in school finance studies, the Texas Education 
Agency has Assumed the responsibility ofvcompiling, printing, 
and distributing THE BRIEFER. 

The information which appears in each issue wil> be information^ 
which has been received since the previo\js issue of THE BRIEFER, 
and prior to the date of issue. Selected reprints of research 
reports which contribute to the study of school finance will 
appear in THE BRIEFER. - ^ . 

Those groups studyTng public school finance are encouraged to 
submit information for inclusion' in" THE BRIEFER. Attention is 
dxirected to page 2 for status reports of present studies on 
^ool finance in Texas. 

Requests and inquiries concerning THE BRIEFER should be dire:cted 
to: • ' . , , 



The Office of the Deputy Commissioner of Education 
Texas Education Agency . 



201 East Eleventh Street 
Austin, Texas 7S701 

Telephone: ' 475-6448 
Contact: Ron Knight 
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STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS' ' , - ' . : - • . / •. 

A. Governor's pff ice: tducational Research ahd Planrting ' \ 

MoraVi ethic^al ,^nd legal consxderatiqns make it mandatory, that Texas 
equalize access to qual ity edufcational opportunities for all public 
.•^school students and ensure equity for the taxpayer within the state 
system, of publjc education. Beginning the implementation of a pro- 
" .gram to achieve such goal s can no longeV' bfe vijelayed. 

Governor Bri^scoe has committed h-imself to the establishment of a 
compreihensive, found^ltion school program which does not need to be 
"enriched" through additional local tax effort in order to provide /. 
. quality education^. • He has also committed" himself to oppose^any ■ 
effort'to delay the beginning of the implementation of that program. 

In the spirit of these commitments, the Governor 'establ ished an Office 
of Educational Research and Planning ta assist him in developing pro- 
posals for the achievement of equity goals in'public education. Working 
with many organization's and individuals iji new research and development 
activities and build^g on prior research^ the Governor's staff began 
an effort in July/19>^ to address 20 areas Of inquiry.^ In spite of the 
best efforts of all concerned, a few of the projects remain in progress; 
notable among these. are the development of (!)• district-by-district 
estimates of 1974 .taxable values which should be available by February 
15, (2) proposals for assisting school districts with facilities finan- 
cing which .should be available by December 20, (3) minimum salary 
standards which shoul<^ be available by December 20, and (4) plans for 
assisting school districts with 1976-77 start-up costs in vocational 
programs which should be available by January 1,. Thiese inquiries have 
resulted or will result in th^^rovision of th^ research, and develop- 
ment necessary to planning for the comprehensive restructuring , of the 
state system of school finance.' • „ ^ 

The selected tentative proposals presented in the attached document 
evolved /rom such inquiries. In addition to dci^ly commumcations, the 

• Governor's staff will conduct, during the first three weeks -of. December, ' 
sixty discussion sessions (three in each education service center region 

* - see schgdi4|e>elow ) with interested citizens, educators , .and legisla- ^ 
.'tors, heedback regarding these tentative proposals will be utilized to - 

finalize staff recommendations, and inputs received during these dis- " 
cussion sessions wiGl be carefully considered by the Governor as he * 
prepares his proposals to the Sixty-fourth Legislature. - ' • ' 

In other words, the attached docurfient does not^ reflect a final ized. posi- 
tion by either the staff \h^t developed it or the Governor. It should 
^ Be viewed as an instrximent y/i th which to stimulate productive exchanges 
betweerv the Governor's Office of Educational Research and Rjanning and 
fellow Texans committed tp/quality educational- opportunities <^or ^^11 
public school students and to fundamental fairness* for the/ taxpayer . 
As a result of these exchanges^ the Governor will ji^^ve a better basis for 
for designing his plan for the restructuring of th& state system of the - 
public school finance. ' * ^ * 



GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 
OF 

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND PLANNING 



SCHEDULE OF DISCUSSION SESSIONS 



DATE 



CITY 



EDUCATION SERVICE 
CENTER REGION 



December 2-3 



December 4. - 5 



Edinburg 
Corpus Chris.ti 
Kilgore 
Amarill 0 



Victoi^ia 
Houston - 
Huntsyille 
Mt. Pleasant 
Lubbock • 



• I 
II. 
VII 
XVI 



III 

IV 
VI 

vni 

XVII 



December 6 and 13 
December 9 10 



Austin 



Fort Worth 

Waco 

Abilene 



XIII 



XI 
XII 
XIV 



December 11-12 



Beaumont 
Richardsorv 
San Angel 0 



V 

X 
XV 



December 16- 17 



Midland - Odessa 
San Antonio 



XVIII 
XX 



December 18 - 19 



Wichita Falls 
El PasQ - 



IX 
XIX 



PersonsSinterested in attending. these public meetings should contact 
'the appropriat-e regional education service center-for the t\me and 
location of the meetings. . \~ 



STATUS OT STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (continued) 



B. Senate Education Committee 

The .staff of the Committee is preparing general education legislation as 
well as a comprehensive public school, finance plan for introduction to 
the Sixty-fourth Legislature, An emergency school finance plan has also 
been drafted and an analysis of its effects prepared. 

The Committee has established general principles for any school finance 
plan (See BRIEFER, 3-29-74) • However, the staff is developing a "component" 
type plan wherein different alternatives might be substituted. 

For futher information or inquiries about the work of the Senate Education 
Committee contact: 

Mrs. Karol L. Phelan 
Committee Coordinator 

Senate Education Committee ^ 
State Capitol, Room G-21 
Austin, Texas 78711 . 

(512) 475-2020 

C. House Education Committee— (See p. 9, Item IJI.Bil.) 

0. House Interim Study Committee on the Reorganization and Modernization of 
Public Education: Subcommittee on Public School Finance . 

This subcorrmittee' is chaired .by State Representative Herman Adams and was 
appointed by Representative R. B. McAlister, chairman Qf the House Interim 
Study Committee on the Reorganization and Modernization of Public Education 
(Committee of 24). Members of the subcommittee infciude Representative Ray 
Barnhardt, Representative Carlos Truan, Representative Eddie Bernice Johnson, 
and Dr. L. D. Haskew. 

The subcommittee was charged with gathering existing information from stu- 
dies and proposals on public school finance in Texas and to make recommen- 
dations to the Committee of 24. To date the subcommittee has held three 
public hearings on the following topics: 

1. "An Overview of School Finance in Texas" (Austin, October 8^1974); 

2. "The Weighted Pupil vs. Other Fund Allocation Formula*" (Austin, 
October 22, 1974); and 

3. "Practical Application of the Weighted Pupil Formula in Specific 
School Districts" (Pasadena Independent School District Adminis- 
tration Building, Pasadena, October 29, 1974). 



STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (continued) 



Among those who have testified before this subcommtttee have been repre- 
sentatives of the Governor's Office of Educational Research and Planning, - 
Texas Education Agency, Texas State Teachers Association, Texas Associa- 
tion of School Boards; Legislative Property Tax Committee, Texans for 
Educational Excellence and Intercul tural Development Research Association, 
and school administrators from several school districts in the Houston 
area. 

The subcommittee will hold a final public hearing on Monday, November 18, 
1974, in the Old Supreme Court Room in the State Capitol, 9:30 a,m. Topics 
to be discussed will include the taxation component of school finance and 
the need for immediate emergency funding for public schools,* At its final 
hearing, the subcommittee is expected to make recommendations concerning 
several aspects of public school finance. Specific areas in which recommen- 
. da t ions may be made include:* 

1. The fund allocation formula; 

2. The taxation component of school finance equation, (i .e. , who 
'Shall have the authority to assess and collect property taxes 

for education and what guidelines should, be established?); 

3. An accountability system; 

4. Teacher salaries; 

5. An enrichment program; 

{6. Transportation funding; and \ 

7., Emergency funding for 1974-75 schdol year. 

A report of the subcommittee will be prep^ed in which recommendations based 
upon information gathered during hear>«^will be^ presented to the parent 
Cormiittee of 24 in late November. T/fiis report of the subcommittee will be 
presented as part of the reporl^^ofyche Committee of ^24 in December. 

For further information or inquiries about the work of the Committee of 24 
or the Subcommittee on Public School Finance contact: 

Mr. Don Buford 

Chief Clerk 

Committee of 24 

Capitol Station, Box 2910 

Austin, Texas 78767 ' • 

(512) 475-5867 - ^ 

\ 

* Late addition to THE BRIEFER: 

Attachment C: Summary of Recommendations adopted by this Subcommittee. 




I. STATUS OF S TUDY G ROUP PROJ ECTS (continued) 

E. Texas Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 

The Texas Advisory Coimission on Intergovernmental Relations adopted 15 
recommendations for revising the current state-local public school rev- 
enue system at its bimonthly meeting November 8. The recommendations 
call for state equalization of local ability to raise revenufei^for public 
school financing, reform of the property tax, and establishment of state 
standards and oversight of countywide school property tax. appraisal . A 
. list of the recommendations is ATTACHMENT B. 

The Commission also approved publication of a research study that forms 
the basis for the recommendations. Examining the adequacy and equity 
of the current revenue system, the report provides an intensive analysis 
of the property tax^in financing public schools in Texas. This report 
was prepared under a cooperative agreement between the Commission and 
the Texas Research League. 

Publication of both reports is scheduled for DecemTier. Draft copies of 
the recommendations report are available from the Confiiission. The re- 
search study is still subject to final technical review and editing. 

F. Legislative Property Tax Committee 

' ATTACHMENT D is an excerpt from the newletter of the Legislative Property 
Tax Committee, October, 1974 describing the LPTC market value study of 
35 randomly selected Texas school districts. Preliminary results from 
verified pro|>erty sales data and appraisa] ^reports for use in estimating 
taxable^ market value and assessment ratios will be known by'vnid November. 
The first draft of a final report of the study will be presented to the 
Committee before December 1, 1974. - A final report will be published by 
December 31. Inquiries about this project and other projects of the 
Committee should be addressed to: 

Legislative Property Tax Committee 
105 West Riverside Drive, Suite 275 
Austin^ Texas 78704 

G. State- Board of Education Committee on Public School Finance ~ - . 

The State Board Committee on Public School Finance, chaired by Mr. Vernon 
Baird, held meetings September 28; October 4; and October 28, 1974, to 
review and evaluate the school finance plan previously adopted by the 
State Board in February, 1973, and to consider modifications and revisions 
to th^t. plan. Efforts by the Board Committee to review and. revise this 
plan have been based upon thie strengths inherent in the foundation con- 
cept and have sought to incarporate other features including: 
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STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJEdlS (continued) 

' 1. expansion of the present Foundation Program to a level 
providing an adequate basis of support; 

2. assignment of the local share of the Foundation costs 
in relation to each district's taxable capacity as 
determined from a market value index with provisions ^: 
to move to full state funding if market value infor- 
mation is not obtained; 

r 

3. expansion of school district capability to enhance and 
enrich the Foundation School Program and equalization 

of such capability if market value information is avail- 
able; and 

4. .retention of debt service and capital outlay as: a local 
responsibility. 

The modified plan adopted by the Board Committee on Public School Finance 
was submitted to the State Board of Education and adopted by the Board on 
November 9, 1974, at its regular meeting- 

A summary of the recommendations contained in the plafi adopted by the State 
- Board is presented in ATTACHMENT A. 

At the Board Committee meeting, October 28, Dr. Richard L. Hooker, Special 
Assistant to the Governor and his staff presented a set of tentative rec- 
ommendations for restructuring public elementary and secondary school fi- 
nance in Texas. Among the recommendations presented by Dr. Hooker were 
proposals for a weighted pupil method of distributing foundatior funds, a 
revised transportation delivery system, an educational renewal and account- 
ability system, and a system of finance based upon the market value of 
taxable property as the measure of local ability to support public educa- 
tion. (See pp.1 ff. of this issue, of THE BRIEFER for further information 
about Governor's Office proposals^). 

H. Other -- ' ' 



Several other groups are developing school finance proposals or statements 
of policy in this area. Among t'hese groups are the Texas State Teachers 
Association and the^ Texas Association of School Boards. For information 
regarding the work of these groups contact: 

Mr. Earl Cantrell 
Texas State Teachers Association 
316 West Twelfth, Austin, Texas 78701 
(512) 476-5355 

Mr. Brad Duggan' ' ' 
Director of Inf ormatioWiervices 
Texas Association of School Boards 
507 West Avenue, Austin, Texas 78701 
(512) 476-9116 _ 



Tf XAS MHJ£^UiIfi. Aj il NCY KI SLARCH AND INrORMATlON RLPUlU 

A forthcoming technical report of a proyram cost differential study for, the 
Senate Education Coiiwiiittee and the Governor's Office of Educational Research 
and Planning conducted by the School finance - Special Projects staff of the 
Texas Education Agency will be available within the next months This techni- 
cal report will describe the, procedures used to determine program cost differ- 
ential indices (i.e., "weights") and costs per PTE student for twenty-two 
regular, vocational and special education programs in forty-one exemplary 
Texas school districts for the year 1972-73.--^ - 

The report will contain average program cost differential indices and costs 
per full-time equivalent (FTE) sttjdent for the total of forty-one districts 
in the study. Illustrative of the type of information which wj 1 1 be con- 
tained in the report is the information presented in ATTACHMENT E. 

Inquiries about the study should be addressed to: 

Mr. , Lyr)n Moak 

Project Director 

Program Cost Differential Study 

Jexas Education 'Agency 

'201 East Eleventh Street 

Austin, Texas 78701 



Estimates and ^ ^rojections 

An analysis of information on school district organizatix)n and student enroll- 
ments in Estimates and Projections appeared in THE BRItfER, March 29, 1974. 
A similar analysis of the staffing ancj revenue data in Estimates and Projections 
appeared 'in THE BRIEFER, August 7, 1 974.., .-ATTACHMENT F of this issue is an anal- 
ysis of state supported program costs and professional salaries in Texas. 

c 

Cost Estimates and Impact Models ' . 

The School Finance-Special Projects' section has received requests for state- 
wide cost estimates of school finance plans being considered by various groups 
and is presently developing computer models for providing information and pro- 
jected statewide costs as well as the district level impact of these plans. 
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ATTORNLY GLNLHAL'S OIMNION: Thr I cjual i/ation of Ass(-.Mnori( iu lho 

County TconcMnicr 0^^^^^ Tormula (StM^ ATTACIIMf NT G). 

Letters to all /county tax assessors were mailed NoVeiiil)er 11) rr(|uestin() ttuit 
they suhmrt^to the Texas Iducation Acjency the ()erc:(M]ta()(» of inarkt^t value* 
used in dt^teriiii n i rK] the assessed values for the 10/ J and 1074 ti^yisirs. 
These county-by-county fi(jures, due sby December 13, will l)e u^ecPHs one ot 
the factors in computim] the 197b-76)[:conomic Index. This actiori foltc>^^ 
the opinion by Attorney (leneral John/L.\ Mil 1 , November^ ]?, that: 'The 
Coniiiissioner of Education shoii^i reufuire ^cach county's tax a^^sessor to re- 
()ort the pOrceritage of market valu^used in deteriiii n i n(] the tissesscnl value 

^of property in ^hat CQifn'tyT^ TTTTl' s opinion further stated that "the 
CoiiMiii'^sioner should use this infoniiation in coinputincj the county ec:onoiiiic 
index to achieve uniformity of property values of each county as compared 
with every other county." . In complying with this opinion. Commissioner of 

•Educ.atipn, Dr. M/ L. Brpckette^^nnounced that the Agency will follow these 
specific procedi/res: (0 the revised approach to caltulating the iconomic 
Index vftlT be trfiplemented over a three-year period beginning in 1 975-76 in 
order to lessen the impact; and (2) market value will be used for calcula- 
ting any adjustments which depend upon property values for calculation. 
The new economic Index will be submitted ^o the StaTe Board in March, 1975, 
for i ts approval . 
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The tollowiru) hstinqs are additions to the compi lotion ol inlormation 
and bibl loqraphy spec i f i ca 1 ly related to the study of school finance in 
Texas included in previous^ issues of THE BRU:f lR. 

A. Texas Lducation Ayency ^ 

B. Legislative' Studies^ • " . 

1. jVJjine fo r Change: loward Quality ^ind EciudllLv Report of House 
Education Committee. Tor copies of^:this report, corvtact Mr. 
Lee Manross, Chief Council, House Education Coniiiittee^ Mouse of 
Representatives, P. 0. Box 2910\. Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 
' 78711/ 

C. Texas Advisory Conmission on Intergovernmental R^lati ons ' (See p. 
above). ' ' " 

D. Other ^ 

1 . T he Possibilities for Tomorrow's School: A Proposed Program for 
t'he 1980' s , prepared by the Texas Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development Task Force to^ Study Improvements in 
Elementary and Secondary Education, August, 1974^. 

Note: l^nal pub! ication .enti tied A School Curricul u m Design 
For the l]980's . 

2, ^ \:6ucdLLipn For WorJ( To Better Serve The Needs of Individua ls and 

"^O'J^ty. Fifth Annual Report of The Advisory Council for 
Tochnical-Vocational Education in Texas, November, 1974. 
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. IV. NATIONAL STUDIES AND STUD 1 6$ li^OtHER^^M^f^' 9C^|^ FINANCE - 

This section lists current reports and other bibl ipgraphical informatiorP' 
but should not be considered an exhaustive, cumlative bibl ibgraf hy.^ For 
the initial list of reports and bibliography, the reader is referred to 
the August, 1973, issue of THE BRIEFER, * ^; * 

Readers having information abtfut iiddi tio^laf'repQ^^nd documents are 
, encouraged to submit this information to THE BRIEFER^ \. . 

A. Un deri,tandinq Financial. 3upport^of Public Schools: 1974-75 , The 
University of the State 'of Neyv York, The StatQ Education Depai^tment , ' 
Bureau of Educational Finance Research, Albany, New York 12^24. . ^ 

Note: This report v/as designed to help^ the average school district 
voter, the new school bbard member, theiPTA participant, and civic 
Organization to understand the operation of State aid distribution 
to the school districts of New York State. ^ 

B. Prepublication Release: Selectea(7R\^cal Dat^ for Public Elementary 

and Secondary Education , Department of )1ealth. Education, and Welfare, ' 
September, 1974. SEE ATTACHMENT H. . 

C. Excerpts from Legislative Review , Education Commission of the States. 
See ATTACHMENT I . 

. . ' <■ ■ ' ■ V - , 
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ATTACHMENT A 



Public School Finance Plan 
Adopted By 
The Texas State Board of Education 
-November, 1974 



'"'Mjmmary of Recommendations 



SCHOOL FINANCE BRIEFER 
November 25, 1974 



14 



ERIC 



11 



V iriTKODUCTION 

In 1973, the State Board -of Education developed and submitted to the 15overnor , 
the Sixty-third Legislature, and the general public a Public School Finance 
Plan* The Board assi*§ried tfie principal responsibility for the- school fi/fance . 
study to a special committee. This State Board of Education Committee an Public 
School ,Finan6^e began- its work by considering the scope of public school/ educa- , 
tion needed and' wanited in Texas the populations to be served,' the pi/ograms 
and .services to be offered, and the elemei>ts of* equality desired. The/level of . 
funding to support the program and the method of financing wece then determined? 

Three alternative plans for improving public school educatTSTrryrr^ considered 
by the Committee before, ihe decision was m^de \q recommend: (1) full imple- 
mentation %f \he recommendations of the Gov.ernor's Committee on Public School 
Education; (2) development of a weighted pupil approach to financing public 
school education; and (3) development of an expanded Foundation School Program^.. 
During 'the months of intensive study, 'the Board also worked with other conceded 
citizens and organizations in Texas to establish^ common base of information, 
to coordinate efforts, and to share information., j 

The Board Committee worked on this study for nearly .a year before submittir/g a 
; tentative plan for Board consideration ia November, 1972. Following broaef dis- 
tribution, public involvement and response, and review of other plans for fi- 
nancing public education, a final 'plan was adopted -by the State Board of Educati 
on February 10, 1973. * ^ 

• For the past several months, the State Board of Education Committee on Public 
Scfiool Finance has been reevaluating and revising .this plan. This Committee 
recommended that several of the specifics of the plan be updated to reflect 
current district practice and other considerations. 

Both the 1973 plan and this revised version build upon the strengths inherent 
in the foundation concept and incorporate other features including: 

(1) expansion^f the present Foundation Program to a level providing 
an adequate basis of support; 

,* 

(2) assignment of the local share of the Foundation costs in relation 
to each district' s taxable Rapacity as determined from a market 
value index with .pi^ovisions to? move to full state funding if 
market value information is not obtained; 

(3) expansion of school • district capability to enhance and enrich 
the Foundation School Program and equalization of such capa- 
bility if market va^ue information is available; and 

(4) retention of debt service and capital outlay as a local respon- 
sibility. 
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me Board has also recognized responsible educational governance as a factor in i 
tWe determination df educational quality and the methai of financing public schoel. 
education. Recommendations for this area have been made in a separate legislative 
recommendation- supplement. ' . 

The State Board of Education ha§ long recognized the needvfor improving the fi-^ . 
nancing of Texas. public schools.' Evidence of thi.s concern can be seen in the. 
Board's recommendations for legislation submitted over *Uie years. Qhange m fi- 
nancing is inevitable. The State Board of Education proposes one plan for. change 
and, in its opinion, a plan which would provide the quality of education desired 
for Texas. Each of the twelve recommendations of this plan is followed by a brief 
explanation -and justification. A complete list of all the recommendations is sum- 
marized in the foil owi rig pages. An alternative set of recommendations is also 
offered in the event that the. Legislature does n6t authorize the development ot 
'a system for obtaining market- value information. ~ , -. 

The Board recognizes that this Jjlan.is one of many school finance plans currently 
under development by both public and private groups. In recognition of this tact, 
the -Board/encourages all' study groups to participate in mutual review and identi- 
fication of the vital issues in ihe financing of ^ publ ic school education in Texas. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 




RECOMMENDATION . 

<Q 

Presently authorized increases in the Foundation School Program should be fu^ly 
implemented according to schedule, * Kindergarten bilingual education along with 
any increases in the Foundation School Program enacted by the 64th Legislature 
should be incorporated/ into . the program recommended in this report, 

RECOMMENDATION #2 f ^ - f . - *. 

, Average daily attendance for stat^ aid purposes should be calculated on .the 
*basis of the bett four six week^nbest>^tiiVee nine week, or best two twelve week 
reporti ng^j^ periods • ; ^ 

RECOMMENDATION #3 ^ 

Staffing allocations for reg^ftHFlrroflraro personnel should be improved, 

1, Classroom teachers - One regular classrgom teacher for each 23 ADA 
' or major fraction thereof for districts '^with more than 156 ADA, 
; Allocations for smaller districts and for vocational and special 
^education should remain as in current law,' For k>jindergarten^ 
th-rough third grade, the actuaT rati o Iwi thin the fiistrict of stu- 
dents to teachers should average ,2d^- students (ADA) per teacher, . 
^ , TeacWrs allocated under the' Foundation School Program should be 
required to perform teaching duties, as defined by the regulations 
of the State Board of Education, 

.2, Specifltl Duty Teachers - Up to 15. percent of the allocated class- 
room teachers may be designated as special duty "^teachers and 
paid Accordingly, . 

3, Aides - One aide for every 10 classroom teachers, allocated among 
three pay grade levels, subject to percentage limitations, 

' * I" 

4, Counselors One counselor for each 1,000 students in average 

oaily attendance or major fraction thereof allotted under policies 
established by the State Board of Education, 

/ , ; 

5, Supportive H^ofessio'nals - One unit for each 275 ADA for districts 
with 1,000 ADA or more. Three units for districts from 500 to 999 
ADA. One unit for districts with less than 500- ADA with an accred- 
ited four year high* school. These personnel sjijou Id be allocated 
among pay grades on the basis of maximum; pev^ce^ptage allocations. 
Separate allocations for supervisors and sB^fc^al service personnel 
should be replaced'Sjby the new formula, ' 

6, Principals - One unit for the first 15 CTU and one for each addi- 
tional 25 CTU with ho credit for fractions. Principal units should 
be divided between head principals and assistant principals. A 
district with an accredited four year high school and fewer ^than 15 
CTU should be permitted to use one CTU as a^part-time principal, 

7, Superintendents - One unit for each district operating an accred- 
ited four year high school (current formula). 
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Stal^fing Flexibility - The Commissioner of Education, subject lo 
policies of the "State' Board of Education, should be permitted to allow 
•flexibility among the categories of personnel allocated under the 
Foundation School Proggam forjpurposes other than vocational special 
education. / Kowe^er, fl^xibl ity /sHal^Kno^t indrease the level of .spending 
u^er the Foundation School Program. ' 



RECOMMENDATION #4 

Allotments for operating cost 
should be based on $175 per A . 
of vocational education, speci 



other than prc^l^sionail salaries and transportation 
. Present operigtingVllowances for the support 
OT vocatiuridi euui-ciu luii, bjjei-ic^l education, and bilingual education- costs should 
be continued. .A basic al1otme)?t ,of noteless than $3jO per ^^ABA^should be' pro- 
vided to- support the-acquisition -of printed and audiovisual mater/ials for the 
Learning' Resources Centers. 1 ^ • 



.J 



RECOMMENDATION #5 




FormulcTs for the transportation al lotm^t. should be increased by approximately 
$800 per Bus route. The present formula 4br the provision of\special educatibn 
transportatiqn should be maintained at $150 per eligible student transported. 

RECOMMENDATION #6 * . ' . ' . ' 

Expenditures from Title I of the El erne ntar^^d Second ap^ EducatiOn^Act (ESEA, 
Title* I) fer educationally disadvantaged "chi Idren residing in high concentration, 
•areas of low income families should be supplemented by a state allotment of $300 
per pupil . . " . * - / 

RECOMMENDATION fj _ . / ' ' 

The Legislature should adopt a 'system for the" determination of estimates of the ^ 
market value of taxable property in' each school 'distri<:t in the State, and for ^ 
-the establishment of an index of such values. 

. ■ r ' ' ' ' 

RECOMMENDATION #8 - ' , . • ^ ^ . ' , 

The Foundation SchQ&1>sProgram should be financed from a combination of state and 
local funds. TM^^^^ share af the cost of the Program should be determined by 
•the application ^tf^^hfe%^ of $.25 tax rate per $100 -of market vajue of ' 

taxable property^ f or th^liSttite as a whole. Thus the loc^il fund assignment of each 
district should be deternrined by the application of th'e"^ same rate to the index 
estimate of the full market value of taxable property in each district. The State 
share of the Foundation School Program should continue to be guaranteed. 
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RECOMMENDATION if9 . ^ /■ ' ' • 

An enrichment program should be est/ablished which would guarantee each district 
1$300 per ADA in additional revenue for an- additional local tax effort of 5-40 
per SlOO' in marl^ yalu^. * • v ' 

For up to the first $tOO per ADA of su.ch revenue, the distriqt would levy the • 
equivaleat of a. tax rate not to.exceed $.10 p.er $1 Off of the market .val ue of 
taxable property in the district. Guaranteed state aid would be supplied to 
those iiistricts unable to raise' $100 per , ADA by the application of such a rate. 

For up to the second $200 per ADA of such revenue, the district would levy the 
V equivalent of a tax rate not to exceecj $.30 per .$100 of the market va ue of . 
• * taxable [froperty in the. district. Guaranteed state aid would be suppl.ied to 

those d/istricts unable to raise $200 per. ADA; by ^ the application of such a rate.. 

RECOMMENDATION #10 .. .... , _ ^ . ^ ^ 

The basic financial supporyof the regional service c(enters should be increase^ 
by $1.00 per ADA for a totfil of $3.00 per ADA. ^. ' ^. 

^ ^' ' . % • I . ' 

RECOMMENDATION #11 ' " . ' - • 

The' compliter services allocation for regional service centers should be incor,- 
• ^porated under a broader allocation for information services, including fi^pancial 
support for computer processing on a, statewide network, the development of a 
conunon'core of educational data,, the prcJVision of conmunication service^,, the 
provision of technical assistance s^vices, and central administration. 



REeOf4MENDATION-#12 ^-^^ } . ■ 

Any revision in pres'ent school ffhance formulas should be phased in over a four 
year neriod beginning i^ 1975-76. The full plan would be operational in 1978-79 

r MATED STATE AND LOCAL COST UNDER 
TttS^ RECOMMENDED PLAN, 1978-79. 
(cost in millions) 

i Foundation School 

. Progranv • Enrichment Total ■' 

S'tate^7u(|d $1,984' <^$160 $2,144 

Local Funds\ 467 430 . 897 

Total Funds/ $2,451 ' $590 $§,041^ 

If the information on the market value of taxable property is not qva^ilabTe, 
the alternative plan presented In this report would have the effect of , 
increasing present cornnitments of state funds for 1978-79 by a total of 
$864 million compared to the recommended plan amount of $661 million. 

■ .17 ^ ■ ' , 
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PUBLIC SCHOOL R^VE^IGe SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE TEXAS ADVISORY COMMISSION 
• ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS ' 
(Adopted November 8, 1974) 

\ 

Designing a New School Revenue System ' r . 

1. The property tax should be retained as the source of local share 
^ funding for the Foundation Sch'ool Program, with a local share rate 
equal to the statewide average effective maintenance tajc ratC (on - 
mar^ket value of property) at the time of adoption of a new school 
finance plan. / 

X : _ 

The t?iX required for the 1-ocal share ofigthe Foundation School 
Program' should be levied on 'a countywide basis, with the^'procepds dis- 

ibuted among districts within each county on a per-student basis; 
arjb a corresponjJing reduction should be made in local district taxing 
aut^rity. ' * . 

Local tax increases required by setting the local share tax at the ^ 
statewide average effective tax rate should be phased in over a period 
of three years with the interim higher costs to the state underwritten 
from the 1974.-1975 biennium surplus. 

The state should ensure with sta^te funds that local district taxes 
levied for enrichment above the Foundation School Program level will 
produce an equal amount of revenue per student from state and local ^ 
sources for the same local tax effort. 

Those statutes that dedicate a portion of the proceeds of certain 
taxes to public education should be amended to provide that the dedi- 
cated proceeds shall be deposited in .the Foundation School Fund. 




A New Yardstick of Local Ability ^ > • 

6. A state agency should be made" responsible for estimating the total 
market value of property in each county and school district, 

7. The state should enact a -statute providing for the collection* of 
parcel and sales information on real estate transfers. 



Essential Property T ax Reforms 

' : '•^ 

8. The State Constitution should be amended to make the ad valorem tax 
base consist of real and tangible personal property (except household 
goods not used in the production of income). The Legislature should 
enact an anticipatfiry statute exempting intangibles (excep.t bank stock) 
from local taxation. ^ 

V. 21 




r 



In o^der to achieve more equal taxation among owners of allotypes of 
property, the Legislature should enact a state tax on intangibles. 

TO. Tje State Constitutiort^botTld b^ amended Jbo perirpVthe valuation of 
a^is^uTtural (including N:imber) lands by the income capitalization 
, (or productivity) approach. The Legislature should enact an antici- 
' patory statute to implement the changes. 

11. The sftatutes should be amended to require that motor vehicle registra.- 
tion/forms show the school district residence of vehicle owners. 

'12. Jffe statutes shpuld be amended to provide uniform methods for valuinq 

♦ business personalty and to require the submission of standardized 
^ rendition forms. 

13. The counties should be made responsible fijr countywide appraisal of 
property for local Sc[iool tax purposes, and local districts should be 
. requirelto use these; appraisals. The cost ^nd expenses of appraisals 

• ^""Li". ® allocated among the taxing authorities in the manner pre- 
served by general law. . 



14. 



A state.^gency should be empowered to administer a technical assistance 
programyor county property tax assessment offices, and state standards 
and guidelines should be established for county tax offices 



15. The State Constitution should be amended to delete the requirement 
that county cornnissioners courts act as boards of equalization. The 
Legislature should enact an anticipatory statute. 
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INTERIM SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC- SCHOOL FINANCE 
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C3iAPTER VI 



Recommendations o^thfe Interim Subcommittee on 



Publi>c School Finance 



On Monday, November 18, the subcommittee held its final 
hearing in Austin." At this heiaring the subcommittee j discussed 
the seven school finance issues outlined in Oiapt^r V of this 
report and made recommendations of its ovm .which it urges the 
Committee of 24 to adopt as part of its' final report to the 
64th Legislature. 

The subcommittee decided at the outset of its discussion 
that it wj|U|ld not make specific recommendations as to the 
technicalities of implementing the school finance concepts 
which it favors. Rather, the members of the subcommittee 
expressed their belief that the role of this subcommittee, aAd 
indeed the role of the Committee of 24, should be to encourage 
the decision making process with regard to restructuring the 
public school finance system in Texas. 

f To do this, the subcommittee mad^e recomn.' lotions on basic 
schioi finance concepts which it beliteves shouc e included in 
the finance plan adopted by the 64th Legislature. In addition 
to offering recommendations concerning the seven issues outlined 
in Chapter V, the subcommittee unanimously adopted the following 
three recommendations: 

24 
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Recommendation > 




The subcommittee recommends that no effort be 
spared in desigyAing and enacting a/'new school 
finance plan /^r .Texas in the 64th session of 
the legislature. / 



'Recommendation #2 / 

^ The subcommittee urg^s the 64th -and all future ( 
legislatures to provide adequate^ funding- for 
any new or modified educational program which 
they may mandate. 



Recommendation #3 

The subcommittee urges the 64th and all future 
* legislatures to provide local school districts 
with adequate planning and preparation time 
prior to the effective date updn ^(Jhich new or 
modified educational programs are required to 
be implemented:^ 



* * * 



The subcommittee turned to the specific school finance 
issues outlined in Chapter V of this report and offered the 
fpllowing recommendations: 

K 

I. THE FUND ALLOCATION FORMULA: 
Recommend at ion #4 



The weighted pupil concept, which recognizes 
the financial needs of school district^ in terms 
of the educatidnal needs cl^individual Students, 
should be utilized in the Mhd allocation formula 
of any new school finance J|roposal designed and 
enacted for Texas. 
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II. TFIE TAXATION COMPONENT OF THE SCHOOL FINANCE EQUATION . ^ 

• , * ■ ' ' " ■ v' 

RecQpun^ndat ion #5 ^ ^ 

The/legislature should adopt a" system for the 
detfermination of estimates of the market value 
of) taxable property in each school district in 
the state for the establishment of an index of 
such values for the 1975-76 and . 1976-77 ' school 
years to be utilized fpr distribution ojE state 
f^nds. ' 

^ Recommendation #6 

1. Singl^y A6unty-wide authorities, should be 
made responsible for county-wide appraisal 
of property for local tax purposes and local 

• districts^ should be required to use thesfe 

appraisals^ ^ 

2. State standardsidipd' guidelines should be 
established fbjflfeunty-wide appraisal 



authorities . 




-5. The State Comptroller should be made . 

, responsible for estimating the total market 
^ value of property in each county and school 
district • - ^ . ■ 



III. AN ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM 
Recommendation #7 



A quality comprehensive foundation program^ should 
provide that each school district adopt an accounta- 
bility program that provides for needs assessment, 
programed budgeting, management by objective and 
program and personnel evaluation. Implementation 
of an accountability system should be delegated 
primarily to the Texas Education Agency. j 
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IV. TEACHER SALARIES :^ ' ^ / 

The subcommittee recognized that teacher salaries are 
a matter of top concern and importance but decided, because 
of the lack of input received by the committee in regard to 
the teacher salary question, that it would not make any 
specific recommendations on this matter. 

-, ... * , 

V. AN ENRICHMENT PROGRAM : V 

Recommendation #8 

The state shoulW^ ensure with state funds that local 
district taxes levied for enrichment alpove the 
Foundation Program level will produce an equal 
amount of revenue per stu(ient from state and local 
sources, for the same local tax effort, A maximum level 
o£ enrichment should be established, 

VI. TRANSPORTATION FUNDING :^ v ^ 

Recommendation #9 

The subcommittee recommends that transportation funds 
be made available in accordance with a delivery model 
that would: 

1. Distribute additional funds for school trans,- 

. portation in a manner that most nearly approxi- 
* mates reasonable expenditures. 

2. Recognize^ the diversity of Texas^ geography and 
demography by developing a formula that takes 
into account the various special problems in 
Texas, including urban factors, court orders, 
and other local needs. 

3. Allow more flexibility to local districts in 

the determination of their transportation systems. 

4. Recognize differing costs among the school 
districts. ^ %^ * 
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5. Empower the State Board of Education to approve, 
on an individual district application basis, " 
additional funiding to meet the special local 
needs. 

6. Provide the framework fbr continual updating 
of the model. 



VII- EMERGENCY' FUNDING : 

* —V 

^ ' Recommendation #10 



The svibcommittee recommends a one-time-only 
appropriation of $80 million for the 1974-75 school 
year. This money is to be distributed to the local 
districts on the basis of $40 per pupil in ADA and 
each local school district is to receive a percent- 
age' that $40 per pupil equal to the percentage of* 
state funds received under the •Minimum Foundation 
Program. 



Upon completion of its discuss icfi^^ and decision-making 
concerninq the above ten recommendations, the svibcommittee voted 
unamiously to approve the entire set of recommendations as well 
as the other information contained in this, report and to urge the 

J . 

Committee of 24 that it include this s\abcommittee report as a 
portion of its final recommendations to the 64th Legislatur^. 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT MARKET VALUE STUDY • 



"It I the purpose and Intent of 
the legislative Property Tax Coiu- 
mittee to conduct a pilot project 
in approximately 35 representative 
randomly selected Texas school 
districts../* 
Thirty-five school districts were se- 
lected on April 22 using computerized 
random number procedures. Witnesses 
from the Governor's Office, the Edu- 
cation Agency and the Committee were 
present. Documentation of selection 
methodology is available. 

In* keeping with the concept of a 
pilot project, the focus of the study 
will be on the 35 districts as repre- 
sentative of the State as a whole 
rather* than as individual entities. 
The random selection process was de- 
signed accordingly. From each of five 
geographic divisions of the State, one 
district was picked from each of seven 
ranges of student population. In other 
words, each district selected repre- 
sents one of 35 unique combinations of 
geographic area and student popula- 
tion. Mscrepancies In value and other 
assessment problems olfserved are thus 
expected to be representative and will 
be reported in terms desjlgned to he 
instructive to State and local offi- 
cials generally. 

. . that will provide . . .a highty 
reliable, thoroughly documented and 
fully defensible study...** 
CBM's assignment is to deliver the 
best quality possible within the -exis- 
ting time-money constraints. Current 
plans are to limit errors in the esti- 
mate of total value by district to 151 
at the 90% confidence Interval, 1.^., 



to produce estimates such that there 
is a 90% chance that the true value 
will be within 15^ of the estimated 
value. _ ^ 

Rigorous concepts of value have 
been adopted, and advanced statisti- 
cal and computer technology will be 
used. All findings presented in the 
final report will be supported by 
documentation of data sources, proce- 
dures, and. statistical reliability. 
Every effort will be made to accur- 
ately define both the results and the 
liBitations of the project. No prev-^ 
ious study of. tax values in Texas has 
used comparable technology or offered 
such documentation, with the possible 
exception of isolated local efforts. 

CBM will be required to demon- 
strate and defend the soundness of 
their methodology and the results of 
the study as a whole. In keeping with 
accepted sampling technology, prop- 
erty value estimates will be defensi- 
ble in the aggregate but not neces^ 
sarily on a parcel-by-parcel basis, 
"...consistent with and responsive 
to the mandates of Senate Bill 414 
62nd Legislature^ and Senate Con- 
current Resolution 89 > 63rd Legis- 
lature. . 

The most immediate and obvious ap- 
plication of project findings has to 
do with the development of a market 
value index for school aid distribu- 
tion. Nevertheless, the Committee's 
primary purpose ±r\ ^conducting the 
project is to help bring about im- 
provement in assessment administra- 
tion. 
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Program Cost Differential Indices and Costs per FTE Student 

from 

Texas Education Agent;^- ; 
m- Program Cost Differential Study 

of Forty-one Texas School Districts (1972-73) 
for the Governor's Office of Educational Research and Planning 
and Senate Education Comnittee 



School Finance-Special Projects 
V Texas Education Agency 

^ • November, 1974 jf 
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METHODS OF COMPUTATION 

The primary result of the Texas Education Agency Program Cost Differential St^^^ 
was the development of a series of costs per full-tme equivalent (FTE)* student 
and related cost differential indices (i .e. , /'weights'' ) for forty-one exemplary - 
?exas school districts selected by the Governor's Off ice of ^Educational Research 
and Planning. This information is presented in Table I and reflects the three 
different methods used to calculate costs per fJE 'and cost. indices. The three 
methods of calculation used resulted in the computation of a weighted mean or 
,all districts in the study, a distnctjmv^^ 

mean . Each of these methods will be described briefly below to assist the read 
er to understand the information in Table I. 

A weighted mean approach provided a set of cost differentials based upon the re- 
lative number of students and amount of program cost among the forty-one districts. 
Districts with large numbers of students and higher costs ^influence the cost differ- 
entials more than small districts. Two unweighted mean approaclies - a district 
unweighted mean and a strata unweighted^mean - were also used since the study was 
a study of exemplary district practice and because districts selected for the study 
were stratified according to six categories of community type. Using these two 
• methods helped to remove^ the bias created by size of district and program costs. 
Jhe unweighted mean approach probably represents the most descriptive interpreta- 
viou of the data. • . " 

Weighted Mean Method . For each program aggregated total costs of the program were 
divided by the aggregated total number of FTE students in the program to arrive at 
a weighted cost per FTE for the program. For example, the total cost of kinder- 
garten for the thirty-eight districts offering this program was $13,697,401; the * 
^ number of FTE students served was 22,887. Program costs divided by number of FTE 
students served produced a weighted mean cost per FTE of $598. Or, the aggregated 
total cost of elementary was $312,163 and the number of FTE students served, or a^ 
weighted mean cost per FTE of $578. 

The costs per FTE were then converted to a cost differential index which was keyed 
to the elementary cost per FTE ($578) being assigned a value of 1.00 and was com-* 
puted by dividing the cost per FTE of each program by the cost per FTE of elemen- 
tary. For example, the index for kindiergarten is 1:04, which was computed by 
dividing the cost per FTE of kindergarten ($598) by the cost for elementary ($578): 

District Unweighted Mean Method . The cost differentials in the "(district) cost 
index" column for each program were determined by adding together the individual 
program weights of the districts in the forty-one district sample and dividing by 
the number of districts offering the program. For example, the cost index for 
vocational agriculture of 2.63 was calculated by adding the cost indices of the 
31 districts offering this program and dividing by 31. In this method each dis- 
trict affected the calculation equally. 

'The cost per FTE for elementary of $630 was determined by adding the weighted mean 
costs per FTE for all forty-one districts and dividing by 4]. The cost indices for 
all other programs were multiplied by this, cost per FTE for elementary in order to 
derive costs per FTE for all other programs., thus indicating the impact of the 
cost differential index in t^rms of costs per FTE. 



*A "full-time equivalent" (FTE) student is defined statistically as. a student who 
spends all of this time in a program. To determine the number of FTE students it 
is necessary to have both the number of participating students and the amount of 



time spent in a program. 
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^strata Unweighted Mean Method . The districts which were selected for this- study 
represented six strata or types of school .distric^. Using a strata unweighted 

.mean method, the cost index for each stratum in which a district offered the pro- 
gram Involved was summed and divided by the total number of strata providing the 
program. For example, the cost index for vocational agriculture of 2-46 was caV 
culated by adding the cost indices of the six '-strata offering this program and 
dividing by six. Under this method., each stratum affected the calculation equal- 
ly. The differentials among districts within a stratum perhaps creates a bias in 
this approach. 

The determination of the cost per f^TE student for the elementary program of $592 
was determined by summing the costs per elementary FTE student for each of the 
six strata and dividing by six. The remainder of the calculation was identical 
to that of the district unweighted mean method. 
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TEXAS EOyCATlOlf AGENCV PROGRAH COST DIFFERENTIAL J STUDY FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS,' 1972-73 
CALCOLATION OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM COSTS PER PTE StUOENT A^ COST INDICES FOR ALL SAMPLE DISTRICTS 



■ PROGRAM 



BASIC DATA 

f 

.... ^ 

OF ■'!/ STUDENTS 

districts! (FTE) 



WEIGHTED HEAN HETHOD 



REGULAR PROGRAM 

Kindergarten 

Elementary 
■ Junior High 

Senior High. 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ■ 
Agriculture 
Distributive 
Health 

Ho(iieiMl!lng*Useful 
> Honenialdng-Galnfu] 
' Office 

Industrial » 

Occupational Orientation 

SPECIAL EOyCATION 
Visually Handicapped 
Orthopedically Handicapped 
Ninimally Brain Injured 
Auditorially Handicapped 
Educable Mentally Retarded 
Trainable Mentally Retarded ' 
Speech Handicapped , 
Language & Learning Disability 
Pregnant Students ^ 
Emotionally Disturbed 

TOTAL' REGULAR ^ 
TOTAL VOCATIONAnDUWTp 
TOTAL SPECIAL ERUCATION 
GRAND TOTAL ^ 

* Recodinended Interpretation 



37 1 22,88 

41 541,1^3 

41 '4 mm 

41 1 237,418 
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' 

V- 14 

'39 
25 

■ 1 37, 



-^^15 
' 29 
28 
,21 
,^38 



41 
41 

38 

. «1 



239 

' ' J,4ll 



i 1,479 

■y U794 
M,755 
■■ ■ ' 6,865 
» 2,066 
; 2;713 

4i}U30 
12,631 

'37j440 
|-.1,111,202 



PROGRAM 
COST 
(OOP) 



UNWEIGHTED HEAN METHOD 
(DISTRICT) (STRATA) 



COST/ 
FTE 



COST INDEX 
(ELEM'l.OO) 



COST/ 
FTE 



COST INDEX 
(ELEM^LOO) 



COST/ 
FTE 



[OST INDEX 
(ELEM'l.OO) 



$ 13,697 
312',758 
142,556 
153,503 




1.04 
l.flO 
1,03 
1.12 



J 812 
630 
654 
723 



1.29 
1.00 
1.04 
l.K 



\ 682 
592 
620 
687 



1.15 
1.00 
1.05 
1.16 



1,023 


1,477 


1,443 


2.50 


1,656 


2.63 




2.46 


4,597 


3.221 


701 


1,21 


790 


1.25 


1.13 


830 


571 


688 , 
855 ^ 


1,19 


864 


1.37 


i.oosJ 


1.70 


10,406 


8,90! 


1.48 


1.152 


1.83 




1.68 


2,774 


2,124 


766 


132 ■ 


813 


1.29 




1.21 


J,334 


3,398 , 
10,718 / 


1,019 


1.76 


1,164 


1.85 


lf2 


1.76 


9,410 


1,139 


1,97 


1,251 


1.98 


1,155 


1.95 


257 


375 


1,461 


2.53 


1,193 


1.89 


1,462 


2.47' 



605 


2,532 


4.38 


2,895 


4.59 


2,552 


4.31 


4,714 


1,382 


2.39 


3,094 


4.91 


1,401 


2.37 


6,902 


1,697 


2.94 


2,120 


3.36 


1,691 


2.8'6 


2,976 


2,013 


3.48 


• 2,271 


3.60 


2,289 


3.87 


18,050 


1,635 ' 


2,83 


2,216 


3.52 


1,846 


3.12 


4,871 


1,284 


2,22 


1,677 


2.66 


1,550 


2,62 


?,093 


3,452 


5.97 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE STATE SUPPORTED PROGRAM COSTS AND 
PROFESSIONAL SALARY DATA 



School Finance-Special Projects 
Texas Education Agency 
November, 1974 



STATE SUPPORTED PROGRAM COSTS - 1972-73 School Year ^ 

State supported program costs fall within three categories — the regular 
Foundatvion School Program, special programs under the Foundation School 
Prograoi^^ and other state supported programs. In 1972-73, these three pro- 
gram categories cost $1,368,597,000 and accounted for 54.1 percent of the 
grand total cost of education. i 

The bulk of state supported program costs ($1 ,203,661,,000 in 1972-73) are 
within the regular Foundation School Program. Jhese costs are shared on 
an 80 percent state, 20 percent local basis, and are automatically financed. 
The total level of funding is contingent upon a series of personnel, opera- 
ting cost, and transportation cost allocation formulas, along with the min- 
imum salary schedule and State Board of Education policies regarding vocational 
and special education. 

Salaries of professional personnel (including personnel allotted under voca-r 
tlonal and special education policies) accounted for $1,057,913,000, or 88 
percent of regular Foundation School Program costs. Maintenance and opera- 
ting allowances cost $79,423,000, or 6.6 percent of total cost. Teacher 
aides cost $22,067,000, and regular and special education transportation 
cost $28,462,000. The remaining $15,796,000 was divided among other special 
education programs, vocational contract services, and Texas Education Agency 
administration. 

There are ten special programs within the Foundation Program, the costs of 
which are met entirely out of state funds. In 1972-73, these programs cost 
$21,113,000. Some of these programs are automatical ly financed, while others 
depend uppn the appropriations bill for funding. 

# ■ 

The remaining state supported program costs are outside of the Foundation 
School Program and completely state funded. Certain of these costs, in- 
cluding textbooks and teacher retirement are automatically funded, but 
supplemental salary aid and several other programs depend upon the general 
appropriations bill. In 1972-73, state supported costs outside of the 
Foundation School Program amounted to $143,918,000. 
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TRENDS IN STATE SUPPORTED PROGRA M COST - 1 957-1975 

The. cost of the regular Foundation School Program (including vocational and 
special education) has increased from $293,572,000 in 1957 to $1 ,224,779,000 i^p 
1972-73. The est^imated cost of the Foundation School Program for tho current'^ 
1974r75 schooryeaY is $1,458,473,000. Growth in the student population, 
growth of special and vocational education programs, and increases in minimum 
salaries, have been the major factors behind the 300 percent increase over the 
past sixteen years. 

The addition of teacher aides, growth in maintenance and operation and trans- 
portation allotments, and the addition of special programs have also had an 
impact on the overall growth of state supported program costs. Teacher aides 
were first included within the Foundation School Program in 1970-71 , at .a 
cost of $15,888^00. The cost of aides increased' to $22,067,000 in 1972-73. 
The basic matttxenance and operating allowance of $660 per teacher ha^not 
been changi^d since 1969. Increases in this cost category have therefore 

been in response to increases in teachers and to the addition of operating 
allowances for vocational education and special education. Transportation 
allotments have shown relatively little increase; 63 percent since 1957, and 
by 29 percent since 1962, with virtually all of the increase since 1962 oc- 
curring in 1971 as a result of a 20 percent increase in the formula. 

State program cost as a percentage of total expenditures for education was 
approximately the same in 1972-73 (54.1 percent) as it was in 1956-57 (52.4 
percent). In the years between, this percentage increased with very sub- 
stantial increase in state aid, but decreased in subsequent years as local 
expenditures increased. For example, this percentage decreased from 53.1 
percent in 1967-68 to 50 percent in 1968-69, but increased to 55.7 percent 
in 1^70-71 with the passage of a" aew education bill. In 1971-72, this per- 
centage decreased to 54.8 percervt.-^ Estimates for the 1972-73, 1973-74, and 
1974-75 school years forete^Hha leveling off of this percentage at around 
54.1 percent. \ 

The special programs have all been instituted since 1957. In 1962, $1,004,000 
was allotted for these programs, which then Included pre-school Non-English 
speaking, pre-school deaf, and day schools for the deaf. In 1968, $4',306,000 
was allotted, including funding for regional media centers, educational TV, 
and incentive aid. In 1970, $5,426,000 was allotted. In 1971, sick* leave, 
computer services, and student teaching were added to the list of these pro- 
grams, bringing their total cost to $15,013,000. In 1972-73, additional state 
support for regional educational service centers was provided, bringing the 
total cost of $21 ,11^00. The estimated cost of these programs for the cur- 
rent ^974-75 school Mr is $25,222,000. 



SALARY TRENDS 



Professional salaries have increased at an average annual rate of 6.5 percent sin 
1966. These increases have nat been at a steady rate, however, but have 
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been largely in response to increases in Foundation School Pro-am salaries. 
For example, in 1968, average Foundation salaries increased by 9.9 percent 
and average professional salaries increased by 11.3 percent. The next year, 
average Fqundation salaries actual ly decreased slightly, and average pro- 
fessional salaries increased by 1.2 percent. 

-Several factors may explain these variations. First, large increases in aver- 
age professional salaries occur as a result of the legislature increasing the 
minimum salary. For example, the 1969 legislation was followed the next year 
by a 14.1 percent increase in the average Foundation School Program salary 
and an 11.1 pei'^cent increase in the average professional salary. Second, the 
average salary is seriously affected by the education and years of experience 
of teachers. Between 1967,68 -and 1968-69 ./average Foundation School Program 
salary decreased and the average professional salary stayed the same. 
This indicates that a number of teachers may have left the profession at that 
time, since Foundation salaries are based X>f\ education and years of experience. 
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OF Texas 

r 



November 12, 1974 



The Honorable Marlin Brockette 

Conimissioner of Education 

Texas Education Agency 

210 East nth Street 

Austin, Texas 78701 t 



Dear Dr. Broclette: 



Opinion No. H- 448 

Re: The obligation of 
the Copimissioner of 
Education to equalize 
assessment rattos 
before using them in 
the county economic 
index formula. 



You hav^>^^sked our opinion on two questib.'^s \yhich^^re: 

1. In calculating the economic index, should 
this office require each county's tax assessor to 
report, along with the assessed valuations of the 
county, the percentage of market value used in 
determining the assessed values reported? * 

2, If you have answered the above question 
in the affirmative, should this office use such 
information in computing the county economic^: 
index to achieve equality and unifprmity of s 
property values of each county as compared with 
every other county? 

Similar questions w^'i'^-cwriong several issues presented in Fort 
Worth Independent School District, et al v> Edgar, et rU i, Civil Action 
4-1405 (N. D. Tex. , Fort Worth Division). That case was filed in 1970, 
and a three jucfge court was appointed. Plaintiffs in that case wexe the 
Fort Worth, Dallas, and Houston Independent School Districts along 
with taxpayers , and students from each district. Allocation of funds 
under the minimum fou'hddPtion prograeiia (herea.fter MFP) was attacked 
on several grounds incliid^ir^ the use of property assessments at less 
than full market value in determinii|ig the county economic index, which 
is the issue raised in your tw6 q^^^tions. 
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This office represented the defendants in the suit and asserted several 
defenses. These defenses included a challenge to the standing of the 
plaintiffs to litigate the issues presented in the case. During the course 
of the litigation the United States Supreme Court issued its opinion in 
San Antonio Independent School District v> Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973). 
Rodriffliez had the effect of deciding substantial portions of the Fort 
Worth lawsuit in a manner adverse to the plaintiffs' claim. In the latter 
part of 1973 the Fort Worth liUgafeion was voluntarily dismissed. Sub - 
sequently, your predecessor, whA was a defendant in the lawsuit, sub- 
mitted these two inquiries to this office for an opinion to be issued in 
our quasi-judicial role under Article 4399, V. T. C.S. 

The present questions were not before the Supreme Court in Rodriguez 
The contentions in that case centered on the inter-disti:ict disparities in 
per-pupil expenditures caused by the variations in different school 
districts' ad valorem tax bases. Although the Court recognized that 
assessment practicesHn Texas are not uniform, there is no indication 
that it considered the effectfof the use of non-equalized assessments 
in determination of the county economic index. Rodriguez , supra, at 
p.' 46, n, 100. 

Your two questions are substantially narrower than those raised by 
Rodriguez or by Fort Worth Independent School District . They relate 
solely to the figures em^oyed in calculating one factor which is used in 
determining the county economic index. 

It is unnecessary to set out the details of the highly complex MFP 
in this opinion. It will suffice to say that the economic index £pr each 
county is determined from a formula spelled out in Sec. /l6. 74, Texas 
Education Code. Its application is a major factdr in the determination 
of each district's local fund assignment, which is the amount a district 
is required to contribute as its share of the MFP. Although the local 
fund assignment ultimately computed for a given district may be affected 
by "various statutory credits and adjustments not germane to this request, 
the amount* of state aid received generally corresponds to the economic 
index calculated for the county in which the district lies. If the economic 
index is high, the local fund assignment will be high, and the amount 
of state aid received under the MFP will be low. On the other hand, if ^ 
the economic index is low, the local fund assignment will be low, and ' 
the amount of state aid received will be high. 
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The economic index for each county is based on three weighted 
factors. Income for the county is measured by value added by manu- 
facture, value of minerals and agricultural products, and the total 
of payrolls for retail, wholesale and service establishments. This 
factor is weighted by 72. The scholastic population of the county is 
weighted by 8, and the assessed property valuaticnof the county is weighted by 20. 

You indicate that: 

It is common knowledge that many county tax 
assessor-collectors in this state customarily assess * 
property subject to ad valorem taxes at less than 
• 100% market value, and that there is a wide variation 
from county to county in the assessment ratios used 
(see Governor's Committee Report on School Finan- . . 

cing--l967). Some school districts contend that the 
disparity in the assessments by the county tax assessor- 
collector vary from 3% to 100% of fair market value. 

The practical effect of assessment at a low percentage of market . 
value is a low economic index and a resultant high amount of state^aid 
under the MFP. 

Your first inquiry concerns your ability to obtain information from 
tax assessors on the assessment ratio employed in their counties. 

Section 16. 79(a) of the Education Code imposes the duty on the State 
Board of Education and the Commissioner "to take such action, require 
such reports , and make such rules and regulations consistent with the 
terms of this chapter as may be necessary to carry out its provisions . " 
(Emphasis added) 

Three Attorney General Opinions have been addressed to similar 
points. 'Attorney Genei-al Opinion V-1195 (1951) construed Article 
2922-16, Sec. 3, V. T. C. S. [now Sec. 16.74, Education Code] and held 
that in adjusting a county* s economic index to reflect a sudden and marked 
decline in economic activity, the Commissioner was free to consider 
information from sources other than those listed in the statute if the 
information was not reflected in the statutorily designated source. The 
Opinion stated that, "unless the Commissioner can look to other reliable 
sources of information, it might not be possible to compute an index 
accurately indicating the taxpaying ability of each county." 

51 
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Attorney General Opinion WW-452 (1^8) said that the various 
sources of information then being used by the Commissioner to obtain 
the necessary data for the computation of the index were not exclusive. 
The only statutory requirement was that the information be taken 
" 'from the most recently available official publications and reports 
of agencies of the State of Texas or the Federal Government, ' " 

Attorney General Opinion M-262 (1968) discussed adjustments made 
by^the State Board of Education to refjlect changes in economic activity. 
That opinion indicated that: ^ 

In computing the economic index . . . the Boar^l-is 
confined to dat^ taken from the most recently avail- 
able of ficiaf publications and reports of Federal and 
State agencies. Although being thusly confined, it 
is the opinion of this office that the Board may con- 
sider any official State or Federal publications or 
reports; and if the Board deems it proper or neces- 
sary in considering the question of an adjustment, 
it has the authority to arrange for and make avail- 
able to itself other and further such official reports 
and publications as it may deem necessary in order 
to properly and wisely make its decisions. This 
same principle is true with regard to the compila- 
ti on of economic indices in the future- (Emphasis 
in original) ^ 



It a'ppears well settled that the commis^ione^has the ^ithority 
to require any official repo'i't he may deem necessary for ftie proper per- 
formance of his statutory functions. If he is permitted or required to 
utilize values which have been corrected to offset fractional assessment prac- 
tices, it seems clear to us that he can require tax assessors to report the 
percentage of market value that has been used in arriving at the assessed 
properrty values reported. 

Your second inquiry is whether the Commissioner should utilize such 
information in computing the county economic index to reflect equal and 
uniform property assessment ratios among the state's 254 counties. In 
answering this question it is important to recognize that if differing per- 
centages of valuation are employed from county to county in determining 
assessed property valuation to be reported to the Commissioner, the 

44 
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^ inevitable resxilt is to distort calculation of the county, economic 
index in favor of those counties using lower assessment percentages 
unless these asse^ssed values are adjusted to reflect an equal 
standard of assessment. • 

One of the basit rules of statutory construction is that a statdte 
should be construed in a manner that will sustain its constitutionality 
unless the plain import of its provisions renders such an interpretation 
impossible. State v. Shoppers World, Inc. . 380 So W. 2d 107 (Tex. 
1964); Newsom v. State , 372 S'. W. 2d 681 (Tex. Crim. 1963); McKinney 
V. Blankenship , 282 S. W. 2d 691 (Tex. 1955). A recent federal case, 
Levy V. Pa^lser , 346 F. Supp. 897 (E. D. La. 1972) (3 judge court) 
afrd. mem. , 411 U.S. 978 (1973), involved questions which are very 
similar to those presented in your inquiry and has established the 
constitutional limits within which we must construe your statutory 
duties in compvif^^ig the county economic index. It shoiild be noted 
that the Siffirin^^^^ of Levy by the United States SufJreme Court came 
subse^quent to IhaxVourt's Rodriguez decision and that the case was 
not presented to the three judge cour^ in the,plaintiff* s brief iti the 
Fort Worth case- 

The question in Levy involved a state revenue sharing scheme 
designed to reimburse parishes for the cost of a homestead tax 
exemption provided in the state constitTition. Reimbursement by 
the state was proportionate to the parishes* tax or millage rates. 

In Louisiana, as elsewhere, property tax revenue is a function of 
the assessed value of property and the rate of tax. Thus, a parish 
faced with local requirements for a certain amount of tax revenue 
benefited most from the homestead reimbursement provisions by 
minimising assessments and maximizing its millage rates. The Texas 
MFP formula works in essentially the same manner since the lower 
the assessed value the higher the amount of state aid under the MFP.* 
In Louisiana consMtuMonal and statutory limitations effectively pre- 
cluded some paribhes from raising their tax rates and thus qualifying 
for higher rebates. Likewise, county tax rates in Texas are limited, 
e.g.. Article VIII, Section 9, Texas Constitution. When a county 
reaches the maKimum tax rate it must assess property at a higher 



The Honorable Marlin Brookette, page 6 (H-448) ' o 



percentage of true value if it is to generate more revenue. A county 
which is relatively poor in value of taxable property will be required 
to reach its maxinmum tax rate sooner than a; relatively rich county 
and will then be required to increase its assCessment rate if it is to 
raise more tax money. Thus, the poorer aycoun^ is the less able it 
is to manipulate its assessment ratio to generate larger amounts of 
state aid for its school districts. Conversely, the richer the county, 
the more able it is to adjust its assessment ratio. 

In discussing the Louisiana plan the federal court observed: 

. . . The milliaige- times -asses sment-any-basis- 
you-choose formula for distributing state funds is, . 
in a word, arbitrary. It establishes a rule for 
distributing state funds that is no rule at all. 



No reason has been advanced, nor any govern- 
mental policy argued, that would support the 
reimbursement A each Louisiana parish on tlie 
basis now in eff^t. It has not been suggested 
that the amounts now being paid to any parish 
\ are based on its real loss of reveniie resulting ^ 

from the homestead exemption, or on state policy 
based on any rational geographical or demographic 
classification, or on any other basis that might 
constitute coherent governmental policy. 
Levy V. Parker , supra, at 903-904. 

The court accordingly held the Louisiana rebate system unconstitutional. 

Gi ven^the Levy precedent, we believe the use of unequalized assessment 
values in determination of thfe>vCounty economic index for purposes of the MFP 
presents constitutional proble^ris. See, Weissinger v. Boswell , 330 F. 
Supp.615 (M. D. Ala. 1971); Yudof, The Property Tax in Texas Under State . 
and Federal Law , 51 Texas Law Review 885 (1973). 
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In construing the statute we are required to be guided by the intent 
of the Legislature while at the same time giving the statute an inter- 
pretation most calculated to sustain its constitutionality. 

We believe the language of the statute is consistent with a construc- 
tion which will avoid constitutional pitfalls. For example, in actually levying 
the nnaintenance taxes from which local fund assignments are paid, all ' 
scjiool districts except common school districts are free under Sec, 20.03 
Texad Education Code, to assess property **on any basis authorized 
or pernrntted by any applicable law, " including Title 28, V. T. C. S. , 
applicable to cities and towns, which permits fractional assessment. 
It may have been to avoid varying fiactiichal assessments bearing no relation 
to local taxpaying ability that the Legislature selected for inclusion in the 
MFP's economic index formula valuations by the county --a taxing- jursidic- 
tion theoretically required to assess at 100% of market value and forbidden 
from adopting '^a, lower or different standard of value ^l(Articles 7149, 7174, 
V. T, C.S.), although in actual practice lesser values were used. See e.g.. 
Lively v. Missouri,. Kansas and Texas Railway Co. , 120 S. W. 852 (Tex. 
1909); Robertson v. Connecticut General Life Insurance Co. , 140 S. W. 2d 936 
(Tex. Civ.- App. --Waco 1940, no writ). Also, use of the largest tax 
assessing unit, the county, rather than the multitude of s'chool districts 
in the state is more consistent with a program based on equalized and, 
standardized, effort. County assessments if performed according to the 
common standards thus prescribed, would afford a far more accurate 
means of comparing local fiscal capacities than would the assessments 
actually made by districts pursuant to Sec. 20.03. Moreover, such 
county assessments would better serve the basic intent of the MFP financing 
provisions, which is to determine local contributions to the program on 
the basis of relative taxpaying ability. Further support for the view that 
there was anintent to prescribe a common valuation standard appears in 
the valuation reporting provision of Sec. 16.77(a), the formula for 
determining district local fund assignments in Sec. 16.76(a) and the 
maintenance tax c red/t provisions of Sec. 16. 76(e), ail of which are tied 
to the county valuation standard. 

Additional aid to construction is found in the basic purpose of the 
MFP itself, which is to assure an equal minimum educational opportunity 
for each school-aged child by providing state aid in compensation for 
variations in local taxpaying ability. The program is to be financed in 
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part by an "equalized, local school district effort" (Sec. 16# 71) assigned 
to each district '^according to its taxpaying ability" (Sec. 16.73). The 
manner of adjustment presented in your second question would plainly 
further this purpose. ^ 

Therefore, we answer both of your questions in the affirmative. 
The Comnnissioner should require counties to report the perf^entage of 
true value at which they assess property. He should then ut^ize the 
information received from the counties in computing the Min|mum 
Foundation Program county econonnic index. Your questions' are phrased 
narrowly, and it has not been necessary to consider the legality or 
propriety of county tax assessors assessing property at a frgfction of its 
full value or their determination of what constitutes taxable to|perty. 

\ \ \ 

Our function essentially is to predict the resolution ol a question 
which wou]^ l^e reached were it presented to a court. Our courts possess 
broad powers of equity and often utilize their equitable discretion to grant 
stays, to allow phased implementation of an order or to pernnit other 
means of ameliorating the effect of its decisions. At least one provision 
of the Education Code is designed to lessen the effect of any sudden shifts 
in the factors constituting the county economic index. Section 16. 74(c) 
of the Education Code provides that the index is to be computed from a 
three-year average of data. Although a court's order conceivably could 
require full market value assessment figures to be used iji'^igures for all 
three years used in computing the index for the coming spli^bol year, 
we believe that utilization of the corrected figures for th^j current year 
and following years would be within the equitable discretion of a court. 
Under such an arrangement some effect of the corrected 'data would be 
felt immediately but the full effect would not be realized iintil the third 
year. 

SUMMA R Y 

The Comnnissioner of Education should require 
each county's tax assessor to report t^e percentage 
of market value used in determining the assessed 
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value of property in that county. The Commissioner 
should use this information in computing the county 
economic index to achieve uniformity of property 
values of each county as compared with every other 
county. 



Very truly yours. 




'JOHN L. HILL 
Attorney General of Texat 



APRROVEDt 













LAR 


ilY F. 


YORK, FiiJ 


st Assistant 



DAVID M. KENDALL, Chairman 
Opinion Committee 
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87.7 


63 


10.6 


1.757,603 


704 


89.4 


65 


10.7 


19V, 074 


715 


89.3 


55 


5.3 


99,277 


966 


94.7 


X29 


13.6 


807,156 


•816 


66.4 


§9 


8.1 


729,7^9 


1.013 


91.9 


lU 


U.B 


268,775 


702 


86.2 


47 


k.^ 


963.423 


1.067 


95.7 


K 


7.4 


t3,712 


1,04B 


92.4 


U2 


20.3 




635 


79.7 


,219 


100.0 








218 


21.4 


19,926 ,h 




78.4 


U9 


22.2 


275.240- ■ ^ 


417 


77.8 


U3 


U.9 


19.143 


986 


83. 1 



30 9mtm mad 1 



I D.C. 

AlabaM. 



CMXllomSA 

Caiorado 

Ctfanaecieuc 

AaJUwaro 

1K«crlec ot Coliabla 
norld«....l 

teMgla 

tafall 

Uabo.- 

XUlMl« 

iadlmm 

IM 

Kanaaa 

laacucky 

Lfloialaiia . . 

Main* 

maylMBd 

MaMachuaacca 

Mlcfal(aa 

IMnnaacta 

KlMUalppl 

HlMotirl.* 

Mtmtana 

■abraak^ 

■avada 

Mmm Bam 

law Jaraajr 

B«v haxlco 

law Terk. . .. 
Vorth Carolina., 
■torch D«kot«... 

Pkto 

OUl^OM 

Oregon 

FaiiAaylvwrla .... 
■ho^lQ^alatid. .. 

Somth Catollr.a.. 
Sowth Dakota. . . 

Tavveaaae 

taacaa 1/ 

qt«h 

Tarapot 

Tlnlola 

Saablnstonl . '.. . 
lhat TlrtUla.. 
Vlaamiatn.. 
V»«ile< 



OvtlTlnff araaai 

Aaarlcaa Saaoa. 
CmaI Zooa..... 

Oaaa. 

fnarto Klco. . . . 
' ~ Tlrslji Zalanda. 



M,7a9.Ml 


ll,042 


13,951.093 


521,573 


701 




133.233 


1,733 


3i!533 


397.382 


900 


38.041 


2|f.i47 


703 


49.446 


4,729,4U 


1,042 


454.423 


521.089 


976 




740,784 


1,227 


47)700 


152 , 721 . 


1.238 


12.145 


178,016 


1.519 


72 .069 


1,231,177 


913 


106.206 


•49^956 


/ 

858 


103 ,143 


. 174;'35i 


1.059 


21,130. 


131. 4|0 


754 


14,912 


2, 510. A 


1.224 


171,450 


1,017,424 


914 


40. 3M 


434,723 


1 .039 


35 365 


442,142 


982^ 


31)441 


473.077 


716 


81.106 


499,949 


904 


98.275 


196,796 


852 


17.720 


966.187 




83 t 52 7 


1,281,063 


l!l27 


69.900 


2.381,548 


1.180 


151.778 


1,027,300 


1,224 


40.662 


343,228 


499 


86,457 


838,536 


919 




159,160 


i.du 


16^518 


306,116 " 




25,749 


116,833 




9.580 


141,591 






1.905.696 


l.Uff^ ■ 


^Sl8,73r 


224,907 


874 


37.057 


5,429,166 


1.757 


305 . 366 


869 ,0 74 


812 


128.532 


120,387 


880 


14.289 


2,105,362 


950 


126,957 


439.130 


773 


54,281 


500.151 


1,161 


37,078 


2,680,140 


1,238 


239.993 


193. 18B 


1,160 


15,700 


459.046 


795 


•6.757 


134.691 


877 


20,233 


597,986 


719 


73,778 


1,965,9S2 


787 


206,349 


222.671 


soo 


23,79/ 


104. 8«0 


1.021 


5,603 


- 933.785 


947 


126.627 


793.929 


1.102 


44.170 


311.883 


815 


43,108 


1.006,353 


1.114 


42.928 


90.593 


X.134 


4.831 


4,128 


797 


1.243 


15,995 


1.719 


15.995 


25,352 


1.070 


5,424 


353,734 


536 


78.494 


21.733 


1,11? 


2,590 



1/ BM*d on catlaataa by tna taE«a EdvcauoQ d^aocy. 
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Takla l.-~C>*rr«ae •xpaadlturM at th« locil lc«tl, br mjor fuoctlooMtd bf Stit« or other irr«: 

(In chpu«Asd« of dollars) 



tMlt<d State*, 1972-73 



Currant axpandlturaa for fr«« public alaMcitary and secondary ichoola 



ll«(ular proiraaa by Mjor fucictloa 



Itata or other 



tratlon 



Inatruc' 
tloa 



Attendincc 
aad health 
atrvlces 



Trtupor- 

tatloa 
aervlctn 



Plant 
operation aod 
walatenance 



rued 

chargaa 



Other 
aanrlca* 



90 St«tae aad O.C $44,789,301 $43,128,377 $1,506,960 $30.116,8}9 



$442,^80 $1,628,427 



$4,743.}42 $l.MO,924 



AUhaM 921,}?} 

AlaaLa 13^.233 

ArliofMi 1/ W7,382 

Arltaasaa 288,867 

CaUforvU 4,729,446 

Colorado 521.088 

Connecticut 760. 7?4 

Ovlavare 152,721 

District of CnluUiU.. 178. Old 

riorlde 1,251,177 

CMrgla 849,959 

' ■wall 176,153 

Idaho 131,450 

Uli&olS 2,580,302 

IttdiaM 1.017,424 

Iowa 634.723 

VJUksos 442.162 

UntucUj 1/ 4 73,077 

Uulalana 699,969 

talM 1/ 196,796 

N*rTlatMi \ 96«,187 

Maaeachusatt* 1,281.083 

Hlchlieu 2,381,^48 

HlAbcSotA 1.027,300 

Klaalsfclppl. . .! 343.228 

Maaovrl 838.536 

Mbntana 159.160 

ItebrasLs 1/ 30^.116 

■av»d«...T 116,8')3 

9mt Maii^.Slre 141,591 

■«v Jarsey 1,905,698 

Wmi Hulco 1/ 224,907 

Mm York 5,429,188 

■oxth Carolliu •69,074 

■orth Dakota 120,3^7 

Oklo 2,105,382 

OklahoM 4:)9.130 

OratOB 500,151 

KAnsyUujla 2.680.K0 

Bwde lelsad 193, 18d 

SoQCh Carolina 459»04& 

Sovth Dakota 134.^91 

TaiaMsee. 597.9^^ 

Taaaa 3/ 1.965,952 

Vt«li.,T 222,871 

TanoQt 1/ 104, 8dO 

TlrilBla 9T3,T£5 

Hbahimton 793.9:9 

Uisat Vlrilnla 311,883 

VtJcooalB 1,006.353 

VyoolBt y 90,593 

AMricAA l^mo* 6,138 

CaAal ZoM 16,883 

Ou4a 25, 352 

r^arto ftlco 353,734 

nrilA laUada 21,735 



4«3,958 
132.371 
378,857 
266, 6 1') 

4,6;a,:46 

505 , 3»>0 
751,945 
147, 7?3 
165,^4 
1.149,4> ) 

795,296 
165,401 
126,521 
2,475.71* 
991, 8T) 

603,0»7 
42«,(43 
442,207 
630,391 
188,078 

9X;.9h^ 
1,229. ]22 
2,'U;.809 

9<»4,':.5'V 
304,521 

808, M7 
1:^3,608 
294. 5 M 
114, ')73 
136, «92 

1,844,467 

213,101 
5,79;, 567 
• U,76) 
110,417 

2,^53.229 
41] ,f 74 
4 8^. 8U9 

2,599,247 
185,071 

420, 357 
123,872 
567,889 
1,879, 393 
211.729 

10*1,491 
895.607 
776.176 
293. 7^ 
980.563 
17,273 



4,916 

16. 988 
24.528 
302.2.')3 
19.959 



12.636 
6.449 
20. 348 
12.873 
137.112 

17.072 

22, oo: 

6,114 
8.7^5 
3>.44^ 

23. «i: 

11,726 

4,e''.2 

100.667 
26,195 

2;,3!i? 
16,744 
1 1 , 70 1 
36,699 
5,859 

23,816 
43,171 
7^,563 
35, 2U 
10.703 

28,473 
6,02a 

13,965 
2,597 
4.905 

66,7.^9 
6,859 
1S3,1<''. 

2I,S00 
4,6^8 

79,174 
17,152 
16.2S6 
96.191 
6,252 

12.839 
5,718 
18,876 
93,267 
4.104 

*,170 
21,0^4 
23,908 

9,408 
28,099 

3,58« 



4/39? 
1,157 
2.549 
17.473 
192 



334,809 
85,995 

280.393 
185,315 
3,301.296 

364.*».^7 
546,053 
99,402 
113,153 
883.381 

609,319 
136, 3SS 
86,009 
1,701,601 
680, Ul 

422,747 
291. 536 
327.742 
436.640 
134,439 

656,483 
9:4, 9Cf, 
1,575,908 
681,205 
222,896 

580,982 
105,694 
208,406 
84,264 
97,932 

1,2!.5,470 
152,1^9 

3,482,932 
589,786 
76,136 

1,350.028 
281,712 
3 37,9<»7 

1,616,591 
133,436 

X7,93? 

87,239 
405,611 
1,512,727 
145,163 

70,643 
658,818 
536.682 
200.159 
663,574 

62,170 



4,362 
13,798 
18.966 
253,761 
15,739 



11,270 
1.534 
4,151 
1,225 

31,636 

5. 41? 
9.4h0 
1,>2 3 
7.475 
2.501 

4,283 

i,2;'j 

5?3 
34,091 
8,737 

4,650 
2,655 
4,25/ 
3,653 
94 2 

11,060 
16,771 
11.476 
9,4'j5 
2,503 

6 , 7 5 
64 3 

1,673 
ii6 

1,662 

34,462 
1,676 

71,213 
4,820 
237 

14.175 
2,382 
1.596 

40,495 
1.905 

3,393 
4 39 
3,9«1 
' 24,120 
1,232 

796 
6,502 
13,Of»7 \ 
2,852 
6,113 

688 



41 
2,472 
345 



16,219 
6,546 
8,975 
13,537 
95,552 

15.216 
29,026 
6,8'^2 
5,163 
31,968 

31,926 
3,373 
6,532 
80,255 
44,460 

27,172 
16,820 
2 3,897 
41,475 
10,765 

40,707 
53,297 
79,981 
49,657 
96,892 

38,086 
8,395 
9,096 
3,727 
6,844 

63, 7 35 
9,785 
269,165 
26,970 
8,202 

59,765 
18,045 
19,518 
99,090 
7,304 

10,f50 
6.f.94 
23,835 
37,354 
5,381 

5,3 35 
36,712 
29,266 
19.538 
43,660 

4.614 



163 

221 
2,588 
5.226 
1.092 



36 . 987 
19.016 
44.786 
25.94 3 
492,596 

53.9C7 
80.332 
17,501 

ai.4U 

128. 07O 

77.857 
13,177 
U.O'id 
298.733 
12i.270 

71.456 
49.111 
42.Clj7 
62. 191 
20.411 

115.357 
142.915 

2/6.630 
107.84 3 
26.402 

92.642 
17.2&1 
3',. 039 
13.970 
13.975 

208.372 
22.651 
419. M4 
70.0t)8 
^ 12.121 

241.977 

54.193 

60.295 
304,307 / 

19,424|^ 

39. 67-^ 

i2.;f6 

58.774 

:ii.s:5 

25,773 

12,195 
99.931 
90,101 
31. fO] 
114.3(0 
9,403 



54.036 
12.630 
20.704 
27.726 
568.055 

49,f'07 
6S.093 
15.8jl 
10.19/ 
108.111 

45.499 

<?/) 
UV5 3 7 
260.2*^0 
100,036 

52.725 
4;, 773 
32,52'. 
49,7J3 
15«632 

89.576 
48.063 

320.249 

iio.;(.3 

ff25.125 

61,*/88 
15.565 
26.411 
8.979 
11,174 

31%. 788 
19.9(,0 

8:6.529 
99.305 
9.063 

27e.nn 
38. i*;! 
47.121 

443. 372 
16.750 

45.671 

10,797 
56.632 

<?/> 
32,077 

8,353 

72, M9 
81.132 

124.757 
6.810 




57.617 
2.862 
18.526 
22,249 
101,200 

15.788 
6.839 
4.948 
12.214 
61.704 

54,662 
10,953 
4,929 
104,588 
35,585 

31.636 
17.518 
30.870 
69.578 
8,71B 

29,239 
51,961 
36,7 39 
32,911 
38.707 

30,019 
5,552 

11'. 5 35 
2.460 
5,099 

61.231 
11.606 
13'., 621 
54,305 
9,970 

52,153 
27.456 
17,342 
80,893 
8.117 

38.689 
10.PI9 
30,09 7 
86.559 
11,142 

3.368 
38.178 
17,752 

la.or.s 

25,790 
3.320 



824 

51,501 
1,776 



^/ fuada for tSXA reported uxxdletrlbuted by function have beta add«d to iftstructloo. 

2/ Data wattt t^^rttd distributed to other functloaa. _^ 

3/ IatlJMt«a bv the TexA» E'iusetloa AaeacT. 

Z/ Kvp**dltur«a for plant operation ara included Id axpudltorM for adalvletratloo. 
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Taklfl 3.— Parcaac 4j«trtk«cioM af cwrrasC aspMdlturM af mW*! 4laerlcu for ragwUr tckool profrM, by mm jot fmctloa ftaa 

%y fcafe* M AClMr arM: CtelMrf Macas, 1972*73 



Najar fMcCloB 



J 








kttmndtttrm 


Tranaport* 
















•ad Kaalch 




riaac o^ratlpo 


FLxad 







iAiialaf rif ina 


iMtnatClea 


•arvlcaa 


■arvlcaa 


•Ba aal a t aA^ 




chargaa 




— ^ 


3 


4 


3 


4 


7 




6 




lOv.O 


3«3 


%9.l 


1 .0 


S.ft 


10.9 




U.O 




IQO.O 




72.2 


2.4 


3.5 


7.5 




11.7 


ALaaLa 


100.0 


4.9 


*5.0 


1.7 


4.9 


14.4 




9.7 





100.0 


5.4 


74.0 


1.1 


2.4 


11.8 




5.3 


100.0 




49.3 




5.1 


9.7 




10.4 




100.0 


3.0 


71«3 


.7 


2.1 


10.4 




12.5 




100.0 


3.4 


72.1 


1.1 


3.0 


10.7 




9.7 




100.0 


2.9 


72.4 


1.3 


3.9 


10.7 




8.4 




loo 0 


4.1 


47.3 


1.3 


4.7 


U.9 




10.7 


District of Coluaifcla. . 




3.0 


M.3 


4.5 


3.1 


U.9 




6.2 


'^'^^ 


100.0 


3.0 


• 74.2 


_2 


2.7 


10.8 




9.1 




100.0 


2.9 • 


74.4 


.4 


4.0 


9.8 




4.1 




106.0 




82.4 


.8 


2.0 


8.0 












4S.0 


.4 


5.2 


U.l 




U.S 






t'7 


4t .7 


1.4 


3.2 


13.1 




10.5 




100.0 


V 


49.3 


_f 


4.5 


12.4 




10.2 




100.0 


4.0 


70.1 


.8 


4.5 


U.9 




8.7 




100.0 




M.7 




4.0 


U.4 




U.l 


KaotMcky 




3. ft 


74. 1 




5.4 


9.5 




7.4 




inn 'ft 


3.8 


49.2 


V 4 


4.4 


9.9 




7.9 




100.0 


3.1 


71.4 


\ is 


5.7 


10.9 




8.3* 


mtyljtad.. 


100.0 


2.3 


70.1 


1.2 


4.3 


U.3 




9.4 




100.0 


3.3 


73.3 


1.4 


4.5 


U.4 




3.9 








47 .2 


^5 


5.4 


U.6 




13.9 




100 .0 


3.3 


4fls 


1.0 


5*0 


10.9 




U.l 




100.0 


3.3 


73.2 


,g 


5.5 


8.7 




8.3 ' 


HUatfvrl 


100.0 


3.3 


71.9 




4.7 


U.5 




7.4 




100.0 


3.9 


44.1 




5.5 


U.3 




10.1 




100 0 


4.7 


70. 7 


\ . 


3.1 


11.9 




9.0 






2.3 


73. 7 




3.3 


12.2 




7.8 




inn A 
100.0 


3.* 


71. • 


1,2 


5 0 


10.2 




8.2 




100.0 


3.8 


U.l 


1.9 


3.4 


11.3 




11.7' 




100.0 


3.i 


71.4 


.8 


4.4 


10.6 




9.4 








43 S 


1. 3 


3.1 


8.7 




L5.6 




. IQQ Q 


27 


72 .4 




3.5 


8.6 




12.2 


■j, , 1 1, fwVAra 


100 0 


4. 2 


49.0 


_2 


7.4 


U.O 




8.2 


Ola 


100 0 


3.9 


67; 2 


^7 


2.9 


11. S 




U.S 




100.0 


4.2 


M.4 


.6 


4.4 


, 13.1 




9.3 




100.0 


3.4 


70.0 


.3 


4.0 


12.4 




9.8 




100.0 


3.7 


42.2 


1.6 


3.8 


U.7 




17.0 


thod* laUxMl 


100.0 


3.4 


72.1 


1.0 


3.9 


10.5 




9.1 




ft 




73 2 






9.4 




10.9 




inn ft 


4 4 


70.4 


4 


5.8 


10.3 




8.7 




100*0 


3. 3 


71 . 3 






10.3 




10.0 


Taxa* V 


100.0 


4.9 


•0.3 


1.3 


2.0 


11.3 








100.0 


1.9 


68.4 


.4 


2.5 


11.2 




13.2 




100.0 


4.1 


49.6 


.8 


3.3 


12.0 




8.2 




100.0 


2.3 


73.6 


.7 


4'.1 


11.2 




8.1 




100.0 


3.1 


69.1 


1.7 


3.8 


11.6 




10.7 


Utat VirglaLa 


100.0 


3.2 


48.1 


1.0 


4.7 


10.8 




10.2 




100.0 


2.9 


47.7 


.4 


4.4 


11.7 




12.7 


V^Mlf« 


100.0 


4.1 


71.2 


.8 


5.3 


10.8 




7.8 


Ovtljria^ araaa: 




















100.0 


3/t.O 


88.7 




3.3 


a/) 








100.0 


4.1 


•1.7 




1.3 


5.9 




4.3 




100.0 


10.4 


77.3 


.2 


iO.4 


.8 




.7 


r«arra tlco 


100.0 


3.1 


84.0 


.8 


1.7 


.9 




4.8 


VUsta lAlaada 


100.0 


4.3 


78. • 


1.7 


5.5 


9.5 







Xt 8aaM «« aatlaataa furnlahad by tS* T««*. Educatloa Afwcy. 

3/ l-^ituraa for Ha.t .paratlo. .ra Uci^.d e^-dltur.. *r IdTiai.cr.tloo 
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63 



t«fcU 4.-~ftr*«Au«t for public •Itm^tmrj ut4 ■■coodatr? ■ducatloo by ■(Hirca <ad by Stact or ethfr irca: Ualtad Sticca 197?<71 

(!• cheuaAnJa, of doUara) 



irvaou* Tac»lpc« 



ScaCA mw atkar 
araa 



latar- 
Mdlaca 



Prop«r(7 



rovroya 
f racalpca 

? 



Total 
ractf Ipia 



1 



SdisCACM mad D.C S)2. 141.27) 

AXAmm M3.08O 

AUmU y 147.9:2 

4rUoa« SI), 16) 

ArkaAaaa 1/ U0.}12 

^ CAUfonia 5.491.973 

Cmloxmio 618.291 

CoVMcClcuC 1/ 1.0Jl,913 

^Ufmf 7 187. 5«) 

V^Mnrlcc of Col^Ahla.. 226.713 

Florida 1.4S4.8:J 

GMTtl« 882.826 

■wall 201.18) 

Uaho U2.017 

UliavU 2.693. 1S2 

la^iMM 1.2)1.«09 

XoM 714. )43 

taamtm 499.93) 

bAtvcky )76.2)0 

tmamiMM 7^6.) 79 

MalM 23).043 

■arylaad l .263.321 

IfaaaachusaCCa X/ 1.599.283 

HtcbltaA ' 2.8U.3)7 

Mlomooca 1.213.769 

ma«la«lppi. 374,32) 

■Uaourl 1.034 . 497 

■oscaaa iae.272 

■obraaLa 3^0.624 

R«v«aa 139.676 
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AHACHMENT I 

Excerpts from*, LEGISLATIVE REVIEw' 
Education Commission of the States 

SCHOOL FINANCE BRIEFER 
November 25, 1974 
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Legislative Review (Education Commission of the States) Vol, 4 
No, 17, August 12> 1974, ' Zl 



STATE SCHOOL FINANCE RP^FORM AND HR 69 



The Elemental^ and Secondary Educa- 
tion Act Amendn\ents of 1974 ( HR 69) 
contain two significant provisions that 
are designed to augment state equaliza- 
tion plans. 

The first advocated strongly by a num- 
ber of orgauiizations allows states 
under certain conditions to "count" im- 
pact aid payments tq^ local educa^iohal 
agencies in computing state aid. The 
* ijtnpact aid program ( Public Law 81-874) 
prohibits a state taking impact aid 
payments into consideration in computing 
state aid (see Legislative Review , Aug. 
27, 1973) . Section 304 of HR 69 amends 
this general prohibition to allow states 
that have programs of state aid that 
are "designed to equalize expenditures 
for free public education among the 
local educational agencies" to consider 
impact aid payment in determining 
relative financial need of such agincies. 
The amendir.ent provides that a state may 
consider -iiapact aid funds only in pro- 
portion to the s)iare of local resources 
covered by a state plan. ^ 

The guidelines for this section, to 
be written by the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education f are to teOce into considera- 
tion the provision that "equalized ex- 
penditures" not adversely affect a recog- 
nition of the higher costs of special 
programs. 

The second item, Section 642 , author- 
izes federal reimbursement of costs in- ' 
curred by states in the development of 
equalization plans. States may receive 
from $100,000 to $1,000,000 to assist 
in such planning, depending upon relative 
population. ^^^^ 



Guidelines for tJie implementation of 
this portion of the plan will be devel- 
oped by the U.S. Commissioner of Educa- 
tion during 1975, subject to veto by 
resolution of either house. One cri- 
terion in the statute requires that 
state plans shall be designed to im- 
plement a program of state aid for froe 
public education that is consistent 
with the 14th Article of Amendment to 
the Constitution, the primary purixisr 
of which is to achieve equality of ociu- 
cafional opportunity for all childrt.i. 
in attendance at the schools of the 
local educational agencies of the state. 

States will be required to submit 
equalization plans by July 1, 1977. 
However, a state may still receivo re- 
imbursement if its plan does not fit 
with the federal guidelines provided 
it includes in its plan the reasons 
for rejection of the federal standards. 

While it is certainly desirable that 
Congress voice itat. support for school 
finance reform, this intricate and 'cum- 
bersome procedure may well be more 
trouble than it is wortii since many 
states are moving aggressively to deal 
with finance reform issues. 

States may use funds received under 
Title III of ESEA (consolidated by HR 
69 ) for planning school finance reforms, 

Ed. note: At this" time, HR 69 
awaits the President's signature or 
veto. Speculation around Washington 
was that Mr. Nixon might veto the bill 
with a vei^ good possibility that Con- 
gress wouldi^verride the veto. The 
question now is, "Does Ford have a bet- 
ter idea?" 
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SCHOOL-FINANCE FOhhO^TBii^ fi 
PACK YOUR BAGS ,' 

le Ford Fpund&tion is sponoorlncr 
^c»lif^C8nce on "The Political Eoonauy 
if Education" at Silverado^ Calif . ^ 
)ct. 30 to Nov; 2. The foundation haa 
put together a blue-ribbon group ofr 
experts for this meeting. ' 

And in New Orleans ^ next ^larch 2' to 
4, the Institute for Educational Fi- 
I nance » University of Florida r Gaina- 
I ville, (Kern Alexander, K. Forbes 
j Jordem et al.) will sponsor the annui?.! 
» National School Finance Conference > 



ECS .FINANCE PROJECT 



Staxf members of ECS school finance 
project funded by the Spencer Founda- 
tion are conducting an in-^lepth follow- 
up survey of 10 states th^^ enacted 
major school finance changes in 1973. 
(See Research Brief Vol. No. 2, 
Major Changes in School -iflhcmce t 
Statehouse Scorecard) . Preliminary 
findings indicate that a number of 
the states have redue^ the disparity 
in tax rates but have not reduced dis- 
parities in per-pi^)il eji^nditures 
among districts. 



• COURTS 

A major court case in school finance 
is being revitalized in Texas . In dis- 
i||||^ute:^a claim by the school districts of 
Fort Worth y Dallas and Houston that the 
current method for tax assessment in the 
^ state is inequitable, and that it violat 
both due process and .equal protection. 
, The^districts say they've lost state aid 
{ because their property has been assessed 
' ac a higher n^rket-value ratio than in 
other districts. Efforts to get a three 
judge federal panel to rule on the suit 
" were aborted by the plaintiffs last year 
after nearly a four -year wait. Now they 
» thinking about refiling in a state court 
but first they've asked for an opinion 
from the state attorney general. The 
' case: Fort Worth Independent School uis 
trict V. Edgar . 



From: 



Legislative Review (Education Commission of the States) Vol 
No. f9, October 14, 1974. 
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Poll of ECS commissioners 



Top concern: stot^-local roles 



. J)clerniininp the proper role 
of slate and loial t^overnmcnls 
in funiling tiie nation's schools 
and developjug alternatives to 
the local property tax as a 
major source of school funding; 
are lop concerns of FCS com- 
missioners in 45 member 
stales. F*ucrU) Kico and ihe 
'Virgin Islands. 

Aceoiding to a poll of com- 
missioners, the problems of 
education fmance and j'.overn- 
ance boil down to CL»ordmating 
the efforts of government agen- 



cies at all levels. 

Results of ihe^oll of 321 
governors, legislators, educa- 
tofiSI and laypersons in the 47 
ECS member jurisdictions were 
released at the commission's 
annual meeting in Miami. 

It was the second poll of 
lies commissioners this year. 
The first, conducted in January 
and F-ebruary, disclosed thai 
the top concerns of those re- 
sponsible for education in the 
states fell into four categories: 
education finance, education 



From: 



Legislative Review (Education Commission 
of the States) Vol* 7 No* 4, August/ 
September, 1974.. 



Fvluc;;tini: Handicapped Chil- 
dren 

1. f ooriiir^atnii: efforts of 
all \i:-/iK'h .serve handi- 
capped child ren. 

2. I inpleuu'iUing new legis- 
l;i! K)n 

3. I)ev'/l<),iin •. career educn- 
lion ;■: >;•»:. mis fcir iuii Jicaf^ped 
chrldren. 



Post secondary Evducation 

K Developing' a statewide 
plan for p.ostse.cortdary educa- 
tion. . ^ 

2. C'oorduKau'ii; /eder.il. 
stal-e,' lycal and^^rivate" sA^urccs 
of fuiulniii ^ 

3. De vc ! oj^jn^i ^alttTii jlive 
means of dc'Iivci in^i lus;^! lu" 
tjon'.i) sei vicoi»6^ ' ^. ^ 



governance, the edination of 
handicapped children and post- 
secondary education, 

The second poll w,is de- 
signed to deternune , which 
issues within each calei^ory 
were of greatest importance 
and which were appropriate \'or 
ECS involvement. 

On six education finance 
issues, commissioners indicated 
that their major concern is 
determining which level oT 
government should be respon- 
sible for riiiidni[: loctl schools. 

'I heir secoiuJ pnuitly is .dc- 
vclopmv', altciit.ilivi s fo loc.»l 
propeily lax levL-nucs :js the 
primary source i^l loc:'! s-fuxd 
funding,. • I l<\w«. VL ? . j*ci ccnf . 
of, tlu'Vtwnnnssioiiois K-,ptM)d'*' > '^^ . ' 
in^'. SaidhheN' bel:e\c.! !ch\i1 ' 
aulh^uiU i^ cs-.SLti;^ii |.j I.kjI ^ ^ ^] ■' 
proi^r.iin drlC'^ 11} i tK' i*i«'>t|. ■ \"«" 

Tlu'ir tinul iman. / •!■;■< lUv- 

IS linl^yie Me fund j'mnsr y ^ 

.ic<-oiiiU.ilMlitV. ^ ' ^ 
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• SaiOOL FINANCE 

Activity in this area resembles a 
large stove loaded down witli kettles, 
pots and boilers in various stages of 
simmer, boil and stew. 

The hottest caldron is on the New 
Jersey portion af the stove. There the 
court mandate from Robinson v. Cahill 
has the legislature under a Dec. 31 dead- 
line to produce a finance plan that will 
meet the "thorough and efficient" stan- 
dard. A lot of legislative cooks are in 
the kitchen, and the legislature is due 
to reconvene Nov. 21. Information sources 
in New Jersey say they are hopeful a 
solution (legislation) will be through 
both houses by Nov. 27. 

On the California end of the stove, 
the Serrano container is only up to a 
•slow simmer. The legislature has a six- 
year court deadline to face. Both the 
house and senate education committees 
are now conducting hearings on the im- 
plications of th^e Serrano dif^cision on 
school finance. 

Down in Texas , where the heat had 
been turned off by the U.S. Supreme Court 

,« ruling in t}ie R odriguez case, the state 
attorney general ruling in the Fort VJorth 
Independent School- District v. Edgar case 

.(see Legislative Revie w, Oct. 14, 1974) 
may have things warming up again. Basi- 
cally the opinion says that the commis- 
sioner of education can require assessor 
collectors to report to him the percentage 
of market value used in making their as- 
sessment for state and county ad valorem 
tax purposes and that he may use the data 
thus obtained to equalize all county val- 
uations to full market value before com- . 
puting it^ in the economic index. 
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